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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1. This communication is in response to the amendment filed 1 1/29/06. Claims 1- 
27 have been cancelled. Claims 28-46 are pending. The IDS filed 11/29/06 has been 
entered and considered. 

Claim Objections 

2. The objection to claim 25 is hereby withdrawn due to the amendment filed 
11/29/06. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The rejection of claims 19-27 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, is moot in 
view of the amendment filed 1 1/29/06. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 28-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dome (USPN 6,282,513) in view of Wenstrup et al (USPN 5,544,157). 
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[claim 28] Dome discloses an apparatus for monitoring the operations of an operator of 
a machine that performs a medical function, comprising: 

- a computer having a memory, (Figure 1, ref. no. 100.) 

o said memory including a standard protocol of operations that an operator 
should perform when using said machine to perform said medical function, 
(col. 6, lines 9-17, Fig. 3C) 

- apparatus for receiving, and entering into said memory, the operations of the 
operator of said machine during the use of the machine to perform said medical 
function, (col. 6, lines 38-40; col. 11, lines 30-33) 

Dome further discloses an apparatus including at least one computer for 
analyzing data from a computer, (col. 6, line 67-col. 7, line 24 — e.g. generate cpt 
codes). However, Dome does not expressly disclose a computer including a program 
for comparing said standard protocol with said operations that were entered by said 
apparatus. Wenstrup discloses a system that uses a template and includes means to 
determine the differences and similarities between images (e.g. x-ray images) and to 
provide output regarding these similarities/differences. ( i.e. a program for comparing 
said standard protocol with said operations that were entered by said apparatus) (col. 8, 
line 53-col. 9, line 30) At the time of the Applicant's invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Dome with the teaching 
of Wenstrup to include a feature that compares/corrects for differences between the 
images. As suggested by Wenstrup, one would have been motivated to include these 
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features to provide standardization of computed radiography and to improve 
technicians' confidence in the images received and read. (col. 2, lines 40-49) 

[claims 29-30] Dome discloses an apparatus, in which said computer has an output 
which sets forth prices computed from the operations performed by said machine and in 
which said computer provides information on procedures performed by said machine. 
(I.e. determining how many of a particular examination have been performed and 
determining how much money a particular number of examinations produce) (col. 15, 
lines 60-col. 16, line 19) 

[claims 31-32] Dome and Wenstrup disclose the apparatus of claim 28, as explained in 
the rejection of claim 28, but do not expressly disclose that there are multiple 
computers. However, at the time of the applicant's invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the apparatus of Dome and Wenstrup 
in combination to include a plurality of machines, each including a computer. 
(Multiplication or duplication of parts for multiple effects is an obvious modification over 
the prior art. St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 1 93 USPQ 8, 1 1 ; 549 F2d 833 (7th Cir. 
1977); In re Harza, 124 USPQ 378, 380; 274 F.2d 669 (CCPA 1960)) One would have 
been motivated to include this feature to increase the efficiency of the system, by 
allowing more than one operator to work at one time. 

[claim 33] Dome discloses a method of monitoring the operations of an operator of a 
medical machine, which gathers medical information about a patient, comprising: 
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- providing a computer with a memory, (Figure 1, ref. no. 100.) 

- providing said memory with a standard protocol for operating said machine to 
perform a medical function, (col. 6, lines 9-17, Fig. 3C) 

- entering into said memory the operations of said operator in operating said 
machine, (col. 6, lines 38-40; col. 11, lines 30-33) 

Dome further discloses the method as explained above, but Dome does not expressly 
disclose providing comparisons by said computer which compare said standard protocol 
and said operations of said operator Wenstrup discloses a system that uses a 
template and includes means to determine the differences and similarities between 
images (e.g. x-ray images) and to provide output regarding these 
similarities/differences. ( i.e. providing comparisons by said computer which compare 
said standard protocol and said operations of said operator) (col. 8, line 53-col. 9, line 
30) At the time of the Applicant's invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Dome with the teaching of Wenstrup to 
include a feature that compares/corrects for differences between the images. As 
suggested by Wenstrup, one would have been motivated to include these features to 
provide standardization of computed radiography and to improve technicians' 
confidence in the images received and read. (col. 2, lines 40-49) 

[claim 34] Dome teaches a method, in which said computer computes prices useful for 
billing purposes from the operations of said machine, (i.e. determining how many of a 
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particular examination have been performed and determining how much money a 
particular number of examinations produce) (col. 15, lines 60-col. 16, line 19) 

[claims 35-36] Dome and Wenstrup disclose the method of claim 33, as explained in 
the rejection of claim 33, but do not expressly disclose that there are providing multiple 
operators, computer comparisons and computers . However, at the time of the 
applicant's invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the method of Dome and Wenstrup in combination to include a plurality of 
machines, each including a computer, and a plurality of operators and computer 
comparisons. (Multiplication or duplication of parts for multiple effects is an obvious 
modification over the prior art. St Regis Paper Co. v, Bemis Co,, 193 USPQ 8, 11; 549 
F2d 833 (7th Cir. 1977); In re Harza, 124 USPQ 378, 380; 274 F.2d 669 (CCPA 1960)) 
One would have been motivated to include this feature to increase the efficiency of the 
method, by allowing more than one operator to work at one time. 

[claim 37] Dome discloses discloses a method, in which said computer provides 
information on procedures performed on each of said machines as well as summaries 
of the operations of all of said machines, (col. 8, lines 23-33) 

[claim 38] Dome further discloses the method as explained above, but Dome does not 
expressly disclose providing comparisons by said computer which compare said 
standard protocol and said operations of said operator (e.g. actual operation). 
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Wenstrup discloses a system tliat uses a template and includes means to determine the 
differences and similarities between images (e.g. x-ray images) and to provide output 
regarding these similarities/differences. ( i.e. providing comparisons by said computer 
which compare said standard protocol and said operations of said operator (e.g. actual 
operation) (col. 8, line 53-col. 9, line 30) At the time of the Applicant's invention it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of 
Dome with the teaching of Wenstrup to include a feature that compares/corrects for 
differences between the images. As suggested by Wenstrup, one would have been 
motivated to include these features to provide standardization of computed radiography 
and to improve technicians' confidence in the images received and read. (col. 2, lines 
40-49) 

[claim 39] Dome discloses a method wherein prices useful for billing purposes are 
computed based on the operations of said operator, (col. 9, lines 13-36, lines 53-60 — 
determines if images should be approved and processed for billing reports to be generated; 
i.e. detennining how many of a particular examination have been performed and 
determining how much money a particular number of examinations produce- col. 15, lines 
60-col. 16, line 19) 

[claim 40] Dome discloses an apparatus as defined in claim 28, in which said machine 
takes a picture of a part of a body. (col. 6, lines 9-17, Fig. 3C) 



Application/Control Number: 09/865,696 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3626 

[claim 41] Dorne discloses a method of claim 33, wherein said performance of a 
medical function comprises taking a picture of a part of a body. (col. 6, lines 9-17, Fig. 
3C) 

[claim 42] Dorne discloses an apparatus for monitoring the operations of an operator as 
defined in claim 28, wherein the "apparatus for receiving and entering into said memory" 
comprises a device that enters the operations of said operator into said memory before 
said medical function is completely pert'ormed.(col. 5. lines 5-65; col. 6, lines 9-27) 

[claim 43] Dorne discloses an apparatus for monitoring the operations of an operator as 
defined in claim 42 in which each operation of the operator is entered into said memory 
before the next operation takes place, (col. 5, lines 5-65; col. 6, lines 6-27) 

[claim 44] Dorne discloses a method defined in claim 33, in which said operations of 
the operator are entered into said memory before said machine gathers said medical 
information, (col. 5, lines 5-65) 

[claim 45] Dorne disclose a method defined in claim 44, in which each entry into the 
computer for 'one operation of the operator is made before the next operation of the 
operator takes place, (col. 5, lines 5-65) 

[claim 46] The method of monitoring the work of an operator of a medical 
machine comprising: 
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- providing a medical machine which requires an operator to make plural 
operations in order for such machine to produce desired results, (col. 5, lines 5- 
65; col. 6, lines 6-27) 

providing a computer with a memory, (Figure 1 , ref. no. 100.) 

- entering into said memory data which represents operations of said operator in 
operating said machine with each such entry occurring prior to the next operation 
of said machine undertaken by said operator, and (col. 5, lines 5-65; col. 6, lines 
6-27) 

Dome discloses the method as explained above, and further discloses providing 
said memory with a standard protocol for operating said machine to perform a medical 
function, (col. 6, lines 9-17, Fig. 3C).Dorne does not expressly disclose' providing 
comparisons by said computer which compare said standard protocol and said 
operations of said operator. 

Wenstrup discloses a system that uses a template and includes means to 
determine the differences and similarities between images (e.g. x-ray images) and to 
provide output regarding these similarities/differences. ( i.e. providing comparisons by 
said computer which compare said standard protocol and said operations of said 
operator) (col. 8, line 53-col. 9, line 30) At the time of the Applicant's invention it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system of Dome with 
the teaching of Wenstrup to include a feature that compares/corrects for differences 
between the images. As suggested by Wenstrup, one would have been motivated to 
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include these features to provide standardization of computed radiography and to 
improve technicians* confidence in the images received and read. (col. 2, lines 40-49) 

Double Patenting 

6. The Double Patenting rejection is hereby withdrawn due to the Terminal 
Disclamer filed 1/4/07. 

, Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/29/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

(A) Applicant's arguments regarding the Double Patenting rejection are moot in view 
of the Terminal Disclaimer filed 1/4/07. 

8. Applicant's additional arguments with respect to claim 28-46 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rachel L. Porter whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6775. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9:30-6:00. 



t 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571) 272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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